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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 02-2109

MOMOLU V. S. SIRLEAF; ELQOUI SE A. Sl RLEAF,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

vVer sus

F. VERNON BOOZER, EDWARD C. COVAHEY, JR ;
THOVAS P. DORE; ROGER J. SULLI VAN, Attorneys,
Substituted Trustees and agents, Covahey &
Boozer; DONNA HI LD, Legal Assistant and Agent,
Covahey & Boozer; COVAHEY & BOOZER, FIRST
TRUST NATI ONAL ASSOCI ATI ON; Cl TI CORP MORTGAGE,

| NCORPORATED, Cl TI MORTGAGE, | NCORPORATED,
Menber of Citigroup; CITIBANK & C Tl GROUP,
| NCORPORATED, MAI NUDDI N JANG ; NORVEST

MORTGAGE, | NCORPORATED,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Benson E. Legg, District Judge. (CA-01-
3823-L1)

Submi tt ed: Decenmber 19, 2002 Deci ded: Decenmber 30, 2002

Before WLKINS and KING Circuit Judges, and HAMLTON,  Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

*

Seni or Judge Ham Iton did not participate in consideration
of this case. The opinion is filed by a quorum of the panel
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 46(d).



Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Monolu V.S. Sirleaf, Elouise A Sirleaf, Appellants Pro Se.
Dougl as W ndsor Biser, MJDD, HARRI SON & BURCH, Towson, Maryl and;
Robert Scott Brennen, M LES & STOCKBRI DGE, Bal ti nore, Maryl and, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).




PER CURI AM

Monolu V.S. and Elouise A Sirleaf seek to appeal the
district court’s order denyi ng reconsi derati on of an order striking
their conplaint and directing that they file an amended conpl ai nt
within ten days. This court may exercise jurisdiction only over
final orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 (2000), and certain interlocutory

and collateral orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1292 (2000); Fed. R Cv. P

54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949).
The order the Sirleafs seek to appeal is neither a final order nor
an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order, as the district
court has yet to enter a final order in their case. Accordingly, we
di sm ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



